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PER CURIAM: 

 J.A., a native and citizen of El Salvador, petitions for 

review of an order of the Board of Immigration Appeals (Board) 

dismissing his appeal from the immigration judge’s denial of his 

application for cancellation of removal.  For the reasons set 

forth below, we dismiss the petition for review. 

 Under 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)(2)(B)(i) (2012), entitled “Denials 

of discretionary relief,” “no court shall have jurisdiction to 

review any judgment regarding the granting of relief under 

section . . . 1229b,” which is the section governing 

cancellation of removal.  In this case, the agency found that 

J.A. failed to establish that he had been a person of good moral 

character for the requisite statutory period or that he merited 

a grant of cancellation of removal as a matter of discretion.  

We conclude that these determinations are clearly discretionary 

in nature, and we therefore lack jurisdiction to review 

challenges to the agency’s denial of relief absent a colorable 

constitutional claim or question of law.     

 We have reviewed J.A.’s claims of error and conclude that 

he fails to raise a colorable constitutional claim or question 

of law under 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)(2)(D) (2012).  We therefore 

dismiss the petition for lack of jurisdiction.  We dispense with 

oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are 
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adequately presented in the materials before this court and 

argument would not aid the decisional process. 

PETITION DISMISSED 


